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DECISION ON APPEAL 



STATEMENT OF CASE 
Appellants seek our review under 35 U.S.C. § 134 of the Final 
Rejections of claims 1-6 and 8-20. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 6(b). 
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SUMMARY OF THE DECISION 

We AFFIRM. 1 

THE INVENTION 

Appellants' claimed invention relates to a method for tracking the 
proper execution of a medical prescription from the time it is prescribed by a 
physician to the time it is filled by a pharmacist and received by the recipient 
in the pharmacy. (Abstract). 

Independent claim 12, which is deemed to be representative, reads as 
follows: 

12. A method of verifying changes made by a 
pharmacist to medical prescriptions to reduce fraud and 
mistake in the filling of medical prescriptions, said 
method comprising the steps of: 

entering unfilled prescription data into a secure 
database, wherein said unfilled prescription data 
corresponds to a patient's unfilled prescription for at least 
one pharmaceutical; 

retrieving said unfilled prescription data from said 
database at a pharmacy; 

having a pharmacist at said pharmacy fill said 
unfilled prescription, wherein said pharmacist exercises 
discretion to alter said prescription so that the filled 
prescription varies from said unfilled prescription data; 

entering filled prescription data into said database, 
wherein said filled prescription data identifies said at 



1 Our decision will make reference to the Appellants' Appeal Brief ("Br.," 
filed Mar. 14, 2008) and the Examiner's Answer ("Ans.," mailed Apr. 04, 
2008). 
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least one pharmaceutical and volume actually provided 
by said pharmacist as said filled prescription; 

comparing said filled prescription data to said 
unfilled prescription data to identify discretion exercised 
by said pharmacist; and 

generating a warning if said discretion exercised 
by said pharmacist is unjustified. 

THE REJECTION 

The prior art relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the claims on 
appeal is: 

Keresman, III et al. ("Keresman") 2001/0047281 Al Nov. 29, 2001 
Borsand et al. ("Borsand") 2003/0074225 Al Apr. 17, 2003 

Denny 2 2004/01071 17 Al Jun. 03, 2004 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-6, 8-9, and 12-18 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Denny in view of Borsand. 
Additionally, claims 10-11 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Denny, Borsand and Keresman. 

Rather than repeat the arguments of Appellants or the Examiner, we 
make reference to the Brief and the Answer for their respective details. 
Only those arguments actually made by Appellants have been considered in 
this decision. Arguments that Appellants did not make in the Brief have not 
been considered and are deemed to be waived. See 37 C.F.R. 
§ 41.37(cXD(vii). 



2 For clarification, U.S. Pat. App. Pub. No. 2004/0107117 is properly spelled 
Denny. 
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ISSUES 

1. Have Appellants shown Examiner erred in rejecting Claims 1-6, 8-9 
and 12-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Denny and 
Borsand? 

2. Have Appellants shown that Examiner erred in rejecting Claims 10- 
11, and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Denny, 
Borsand and Keresman? 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The record supports the following findings of fact (FF) by at least a 
preponderance of the evidence. In re Caveney, 761 F.2d 671, 674 (Fed. Cir. 
1985) (explaining the general evidentiary standard for proceedings before 
the Office). 

Facts Related to Claim Construction 

1. The disclosure contains no lexicographic definition of "justifiable" 
or "unjustifiable." 

2. The ordinary and customary meaning of "justifiable" is "to show to 
be right or valid." 3 Accordingly, "unjustifiable" is to show to be wrong or 
invalid. 

3. The disclosure contains no lexicographic definition of "discretion." 

4. The ordinary and customary meaning of "discretion" is "freedom or 
power to act or judge on one's own." 4 



3 Webster's II Dictionary 392 (3d ed. 2005). 

4 Webster's II Dictionary 207 (3d ed. 2005). 
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Denny 

5. Denny is directed to "a prescription verification system [which] . . . 
receives prescription information including a prescribed drug intended to 
treat a condition associated with a patient." ([0010]). 

6. Denny describes prescription information as "a dosage level for the 
prescribed drug, the drug label contents and any applicable notes to be 
included on the bottle, a unique health care provider code identifying the 
health care provider who input the prescription information, and a patient 
code uniquely identifying the patient." ([0010]). 

7. The pharmacist enters a unique code identifying a prescription 
identifying the patient, the patient prescription information is received by the 
pharmacy system from the host, and the prescription is filled by the 
pharmacist. Subsequently, a confirmation code indicative of a prescription 
being filled is entered into the system by the pharmacist and sent to the host. 
([0041]). 

8. The system determines whether or not the data received are valid 
based upon querying the prescription database. When the information 
received from the pharmacy system corresponds to prescription information 
maintained in the host system, a signal identifying a valid prescription is sent 
to either a health care provider or back to the pharmacy system. Conversely, 
when the information received from the pharmacy system does not 
correspond to the prescription information in the host system, a signal 
identifying an invalid prescription is sent. ([0053]). 
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Borsand 

9. Borsand is directed to a pharmaceutical information tracking 
system which can check of for unfavorable pharmaceutical interactions and 
allergic reactions, prevent misuse of a prescription, monitor the filling and 
re-filling of a prescription, as well as cancel a prescription after it has been 
issued by a provider. (Abstract). 

10. Borsand allows users to monitor pharmacists to prevent changes 
made to a medical prescription that would alter the filled prescription from 
the original prescription. Specifically, Borsand discloses that, "it would be 
desirable if a pharmacist could be prevented from filling a prescription at 
half strength but twice the volume and cost. It would also be desirable if a 
[sic] pharmacists could be prevented from filling redundant prescriptions 
from two or more providers." ([0005]). 

11. The pharmacist can modify the prescription after reviewing the 
prescription as it relates to pharmaceutical interactions, allergies, or other 
patient attributes that could affect the desirability of filling a particular 
prescription. ([0087]). 

12. The pharmacist enters an electronic representation of a filled 
prescription into the system once the pharmacist has evaluated the 
prescription in the context of any attributes or characteristics that could 
impact the desirability of a particular pharmaceutical. ([0084], [0085] and 
[0086]). 

13. Prescription information includes strength, quantity and the 
directions for taking the pharmaceutical. ([0064]). 
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Keresman 

14. Keresman is directed to a method of processing drug prescriptions 
over a network. Each user accesses the network using an account which 
may be authenticated using biometric techniques. ([0050]). 

PRINCIPLES OF LAW 

During examination of a patent application, pending claims are given 
their broadest reasonable construction consistent with the specification. In 
re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404 (CCPA 1969); In re Am. Acad. ofSci. Tech. 
Ctr., 367 F.3d 1359, 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim 
are not read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. v. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 
1364, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (claims must be interpreted "in view of the 
specification" without importing limitations from the specification into the 
claims unnecessarily). 

Although a patent applicant is entitled to be his or her own 
lexicographer of patent claim terms, in ex parte prosecution it must be within 
limits. In re Corr, 347 F.2d 578, 580 (CCPA 1965). The applicant must do 
so by placing such definitions in the specification with sufficient clarity to 
provide a person of ordinary skill in the art with clear and precise notice of 
the meaning that is to be construed. See also In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 
1480 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (although an inventor is free to define the specific 
terms used to describe the invention, this must be done with reasonable 
clarity, deliberateness, and precision; where an inventor chooses to give 
terms uncommon meanings, the inventor must set out any uncommon 
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definition in some manner within the patent disclosure so as to give one of 
ordinary skill in the art notice of the change). 

"Section 103 forbids issuance of a patent when 'the differences 
between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains.'" KSR lnt'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 406 
(2007). The question of obviousness is resolved on the basis of underlying 
factual determinations including (1) the scope and content of the prior art, 
(2) any differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art, (3) 
the level of skill in the art, and (4) where in evidence, so-called secondary 
considerations. Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 17-18 (1966). See 
also KSR, 550 U.S. at 407 ("While the sequence of these questions might be 
reordered in any particular case, the [Graham] factors continue to define the 
inquiry that controls.") 

In KSR, the Supreme Court held that "[t]he combination of familiar 
elements according to known methods is likely to be obvious when it does 
no more than yield predictable results." KSR, 550 U.S. at 407. The Court 
explained: 

When a work is available in one field of endeavor, design 
incentives and other market forces can prompt variations of it, 
either in the same field or a different one. If a person of 
ordinary skill can implement a predictable variation, § 103 
likely bars its patentability. For the same reason, if a technique 
has been used to improve one device, and a person of ordinary 
skill in the art would recognize that it would improve similar 
devices in the same way, using the technique is obvious unless 
its actual application is beyond his or her skill. 
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Id. at 417. 

The operative question in this "functional approach" is thus "whether 
the improvement is more than the predictable use of prior art elements 
according to their established functions." Id. In rejecting claims under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner bears the initial burden of establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). See also In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 1472 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Only 
if this initial burden is met does the burden of coming forward with evidence 
or argument shift to the Appellants. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d at 1445. See 
also In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d at 1472. Obviousness is then determined on 
the basis of the evidence as a whole and the relative persuasiveness of the 
arguments. See Oetiker, 977 F.2d at 1445; see also In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 
at 1472. 

In making a rejection, however, an examiner may "take notice of facts 
beyond the record which, while not generally notorious, are capable of such 
instant and unquestionable demonstration as to defy dispute." In re Ahlert, 
424 F.2d 1088, 1091 (CCPA 1970) (citing In re Knapp-Monarch Co., 296 
F.2d 230 (CCPA 1961)). 

ANALYSIS 

ISSUE 1 

Claims 1-6, 8-9 and 12-18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Denny and Borsand. 
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Independent claims 1 and 12 
Appellants argue with regard to claim 1, "[t]he Denny reference 
makes no disclosure concerning the step of analyzing the pharmacists' 
change to see if it is merely justifiable discretion or an unjustifiable mistake. 
(Br. 6). Similarly, with regard to claim 12, Appellants argue, "the Denny 
and Borsand references fail to disclose anything about analyzing the 
pharmacist's actions to determine if the change made by the pharmacist was 
either justified or not justified." (Br. 9). We are not persuaded by 
Appellants' arguments and find that Appellants' Specification provides no 
lexicographic definition for the terms "justifiable," "unjustifiable" or 
"discretion." We find the usual and customary meaning of justifiable to 
mean a valid decision, and unjustifiable to be an invalid decision. 
Additionally, we find the term discretion to mean acting on one's own. (FF 
1, 2, 3, 4). 

Accordingly, since neither claims 1 nor 1 2 provide a clear boundary 
as to the scope of what justifiable, unjustifiable or discretion consists of, and 
the Specification provides no clear definition, we construe the limitations 
according to their broadest reasonable interpretation as either a valid or an 
invalid decision made by the pharmacist. (FF 1, 2, 3, 4). Further, although 
claims 1 and 12 are of similar scope, claim 12 differs in that it assumes the 
pharmacist uses discretion. However, since we believe the claims to be of 
commensurate scope notwithstanding their wording, and Appellants have 
presented the same arguments for both independent claims, we will address 
the claims and their arguments together. 
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We find that Denny discloses a system which determines whether or 
not the data received from a pharmacist are valid based upon querying the 
prescription database. After this determination, a signal is sent identifying 
whether or not the information received from the pharmacy system 
corresponds to prescription information maintained in the host system. 
(FF 8). In other words, we find that Denny analyzes the prescription filled 
by the pharmacist to determine whether the prescription filled is valid or 
invalid based upon the prescribed prescription. (FF 8). Thus, based upon 
the lack of specific lexicographic definitions in Appellants' Specification for 
the terms justifiable, unjustifiable and discretion, we find the combination of 
Denny and Borsand makes claims 1 and 12 obvious. Therefore, Appellants' 
argument is not persuasive as to error in the rejection. 

Additionally, Appellants argue that Denny makes no disclosure of 
entering any form of information regarding how a pharmacist may have 
changed the prescription. (Br. 6). We do not find this argument persuasive 
and find that Denny allows a pharmacist to enter a confirmation code 
indicative of a prescription being filled into the system. (FF 7). This 
confirmation code, indicative of a filled prescription, is received by the host 
system and then compared against the prescription information maintained at 
the host to determine whether the prescription filled matches the original 
prescription prescribed. (FF7, 8). Thus, contrary to Appellants' assertion 
that, "[Denny] makes absolutely no disclosure concerning entering 
information about how a prescription was actually altered and filled by a 
pharmacist into a database" (Br. 7), Denny does indeed enter into a database 
information about how a prescription was actually filled. (FF 6, 7, 8). 
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Therefore, since Denny enters information about how a prescription was 
filled, this prescription information would also include how a prescription 
was actually altered by the pharmacist if the pharmacist was required to do 
so. 

Even assuming that Denny does not explicitly disclose entering any 
form of information regarding how a pharmacist may have changed the 
prescription, the rejection is based on the combination of Denny and 
Borsand. We find that Borsand teaches that a pharmacist can modify the 
prescribed prescription after reviewing the prescription as it relates to any 
pharmaceutical interactions, allergies, or other patient attributes that could 
affect the desirability of filling that prescription. (FF 11). Additionally, 
Borland discloses that a pharmacist enters an electronic representation of a 
filled prescription once the pharmacist has evaluated the prescription. 
(FF 12). A person of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate from a 
reading of Denny and Borsand, that in order to transmit a signal identifying 
whether a prescription filled is valid or invalid based upon whether or not 
the data received from the pharmacist match the original prescription 
prescribed in the host database (FF 8), the pharmacist must enter information 
regarding how a prescription filled may have been altered from the original 
prescription prescribed. Thus, a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have known from Borsand that the information entered includes strength, 
quantity and any alterations or modifications made to the prescription by the 
pharmacist (FF 11, 12, 13), and applied this technique to Denny when 
entering any form of information regarding how a pharmacist may have 
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changed the prescription. (FF 6, 7, 8). Therefore, Appellants' argument is 
not persuasive as to error in the rejection. 

Lastly, Appellants argue that Denny and B or sand make no 
disclosure concerning the creation of a warning if the changes made 
by a pharmacist were unjustified. We disagree with Appellants' 
arguments and find that Denny discloses that when the prescription 
information received from the pharmacist does not correspond to the 
prescribed prescription maintained in the host system a signal is 
generated. (FF 8). We interpret this signal, which indicates that the 
prescription information is invalid, to be equivalent to a warning as 
claimed by Appellants in claims 1 and 12. Accordingly, Appellants' 
argument is not persuasive as to error in the rejection. 

ISSUE 2 

Claims 10, 11, 19 and 20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Denny, Borsand and Keresman. 
Appellants' argue that Keresman, "does not disclose or suggest 
any system where a pharmacist enters information regarding how the 
pharmacist altered a prescription." (Br. 10). We disagree with 
Appellants' argument and agree with Examiner's findings that the 
Keresman reference shows "the use of biometric identification of 
registered doctors, pharmacies, and other participants is well known in 
the prescription drug fulfillment art." (Ans. 16). Contrary to 
Appellants' argument, the Examiner has cited to the combination of 
Denny and Borsand to disclose a system where a pharmacist enters 
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information regarding how the pharmacist altered a prescription. (FF 
6, 7, 8). 

The Examiner has provided an articulated reasoning with 
rational underpinning for why a person with ordinary skill in the art 
would modify the combination of Denny and Borsand, which 
discloses a system where a pharmacist enters information regarding 
how the pharmacist altered a prescription discussed supra, to use the 
biometric authentication features found in Keresman. (FF 14). Thus, 
a person with ordinary skill in the art would know from the biometric 
authentication taught in Keresman to apply this technique to the 
combination of Denny and Borsand since all the references relate to 
prescription fulfillment systems. (FF 7, 9, 14). Therefore, Appellants' 
argument is not persuasive as to error in the rejection. 

Claims 2-6, 8-9, and 13-18 
Appellants do not separately argue claims 2-6, 8-9, and 13-18 
depending from claims 1 and 12 respectively, and so have not sustained their 
burden of showing that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 2-6, 8-9, and 
13-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Denny and Borsand for 
the same reasons we found as to claims 1 and 12, supra. 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 
We conclude that Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred 
in rejecting claims 1-6, 8-9, and 12-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Denny in view of Borsand. Additionally, we conclude 
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that Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 
10-11 and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Denny, Borsand and Keresman. 

DECISION 

The decision of the Examiner to reject claims 1-6, 8-9, and 12-18 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Denny in view of 
Borsand and claims 10-11 and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Denny, Borsand and Keresman is AFFIRMED. 

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(l)(iv)(2007). 

AFFIRMED 

saw 
cc: 

Eric A. LaMork 

P.O. Box 434 

Yardley, PA 19067-8434 
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n. — dis-b 

disc (disk) n. 1. also disk. Informal. A pho- 
nograph record. 2. vat. of disk. 
dis card (dls-kard') k 1. To get rid of : junk. 



r unlike the card led. - 



ing insight and judgment : perceptive 
cern'ing.lyadrt 
dis-chargo (dis-chiirj') v. 1. To relieve of 



dis-com-fort (dis-kum'forc) ». 1. Physical or 
mental distress. 2. An annoyance or incon- 
venience. — </. To make uncomfortable. 

" to-mod') v. -mod-ed. 



dis-com-pose (dis'kam-poj') t 



ry of. 2. To ih 

To upset : di: 
•h. adv. 



dismiss from employment. 3. Tc 
pour forth. 4. To shoot or fire. S. iu per- 
form the obligations or requirements of 
(e.g., an office). 6. To comply with the terms 
of (e.g., a promise or debt). 7. To undergo or 
c»«c electrical discharge, -n. (dis'charj', 
dis-chiirj'). 1 . The aa of discharging or con- 
of being discharged. ," " 
_ ng or discharged, 
disciple (di-si'pal) n. 1. A 

of a master. 2. o/Lm Disciple. One of Jesus" 



branch of knowledge or of teaching, —v. 
•pllned, -pllrving. 1. To train or develop by 

impose order on. — dis'ci-pli.na'ry ad). 
disc jockey also disk jockey n. A radio an- 



dis-con-nect (dTs'ka-nekt') v. To ir 



Cheerless : gloomy <a disconsola 
landscape> — dis-con'so-late-fy adv. 
dis-con-tent (dis'kan-tint') n. Lack of coi 



(dVkan-tln'ydb) v. 1 



Marked by gaps 
con'ti-nu'i-ty n. 

d (dis'kfird') n. 1. 



dis'con.tin'ua'tion 

(dis'kan-tin'ydb-as) adj. 





dls.ered.it (dls-kredTt) M.To mac the repu- 

doubted. 3. To refuse to believe. — n. 1. Tar- 
nish to or loss of one's reputation. 2. Loss of 
edibiliry : doubt. — dis-cred'lt-a>ble adj. 



at (di-skret') adj. 1. Having or di 
playing caution and self-testraint : pruder 
2.N 



dkcourteou's o dish 



dis-em.bow.el (dis'eni-bou'ac) v. To eviscer- 
ate. — dis'em.bow'el.ment n. 

dis-en-chant (dfc'en-chant') v. To divest of il- 
lusions or false beUefs. 

dis-en-cum-ber (dls'en-kum'barl v. To re- 
lieve of burdens or hardships. 

disen-fran-chise (dls'en-fran'chiz') v. To 

disen-gage (dis'en-gaj')^. To release from 

dis-en-tan-glo (dis'en-rang'gal) v. To un- 
tangle. — dis'en-tan'gla-ment n. 
dis-e-qui-lib-ri-um (dTs-e'kwa-Eb're-am, -ek'- 
wa-) n. Lack or loss of equilibrium or sta- 




ils.crim i.na.to.ry (di-skrlm'a-na-tor'e) ad) 
1. Displaying or marked by prejudice : bi 
ri-tyadu. ,5CnmmaUng - "■ C " m • na - t °' 

dis-cur-sive (di-skur'siv) adj. Covering i 
wide field of subjects : digressive. -d»cur' 



freshwater fish, Symphysodon disci 



dis-cus-sant (di-skcjs'aci 

ously : despise. 2. Tc 
Scornful aloofness 

dis-ease (dl-zeV) n. Aconditioi 
ism that impairs normal physi 
tioning. — dis eased' adj. 



prevent recognition. 2 
by dissembling : mi_. _ r _ 



-guised, -guis-ing. 1. 
ancc or character of to 
2. To hide or obscure 



: sicken. 2. To offend the moral sense of : re- 

noyed. — n. Profound aversion or 
repugnance. — dis-gust'ed-ly adv. — difr 
gust'ing.ly adv. 

tainer for holding, cooking, or serving food. 

dish holds. 2a. The food 



ja'rtag foocTs. Something that 
I . To 'serve (food) in or as if in a 



mm. 



junior high school n. A school that gen. in- 
cludes the 7th, 8th, and sometimes 9th 

Ju*nl.per (job'na-par) n. An evergreen tree ar 
chruh nf the genus Juniperus, having scale- 
nckiy foliage, fragrant wood, 



and bluish-gray 

«k1 (jiingk) n. 1 

glass, paper, rags, and meta 



used for other purposes. 2. Informal. Some- 
thing fit to be discarded : trash. 3. Informal. 
Nonsense. 4. Slang. Heroin. — v. To throw 

junk 2 (jiingk) n. A Chinese flatbortom ship 
with battened sails. 

junk bond n. A corporate bond having a high 
yield and high risk. 

junket (jung'kit) n. 1. A custardlike dessert 
of flavored milk set with rennet. 2. A party, 
banquet, or outing. 3. A trip taken by an of- 
ficial and paid for wirh public funds. — jun'- 



tween the meanings "a food" and "a trip" 
for junket is found in the meaning " picnic. " 
The most recent sense, 'a trip taken by a 
public official at public expense," developed 
in the US and has acquired decidedly nega- 



j i>.irik-y (|iin B 'ke) n., pi. -Ie». 

A drug addict, esp. one using 



junk-yard (lungk'yard') n. An are 
storing junk, as scrap metal, that ^„.. ^ .. 

Ju-no-esque (jdb'nd-esk'l adj. Having 

stately bearing and regal beauty, 
jun-ta (hoon'u, hoon'-, jun'-) n. A group < 

personsi esp. military officers, in power fo 

lowing a coup d'etat. 
Ju-pi-ter (jdb'pl-rar) n. The 5th planet froi 

the sun and the largest in the solar systen 
ju-rid-i-eal (jdc-rid'i-kal) also ju-rld-ic (-11 

adj. Of or relating to the administration i 

the law. 

ju-ris-dic-tion (joor-Is-dlk'shan) n. 1. The 
right or power to interpret and apply the 
law. 2. Authority or control. 3. The territo- 
rial range over which an authority extends, 
-ju'risdic'tion-sl adj. 



enee (jMrris-prdbd'ns) n. 1-.,fiY 
philosophy of law. 2. A division ■ 
, nentoflaw. 
ju-rist (joorlst) n. An expert in the law.- ," - 
Ju-ris-tic (joVrb'tOt) oho ju-ris-ti-cal (-a-bli ■' 
adj. 1. Of or relating to jurisprudence or a ■ 
jurist. 2. Of or relating to legality or'law.v 
ju-ror (jdbr'ar, -or') n. One who serves on a. 



gin : barely </usrmissed the bus> 4. Only a 
little distance <;«( down the street?, 5. . 
Merely : only <I just said It in jest> 6. im- 
ply <,u,t lovely> -j"* *<> same. Never- 
theless. — just'ry adv. — just'ness * ■ 
jus-tice lius'tis) n. 1. The principle ot ideal or 

' empowered to^ry minor cases, 1 administer 
oaths, and perform marriages. '>>>' . 

jos-ti-fy lius'ra-fi') v. -fied", -fy-lng. 1VR 
ah"^ filirc ri ig hf B orvaliH. 2. To pronouSa 
free from blame" oT^rfut. 3. To adjuster 



(lines) to the proper length in prim- 
ing — jus'ti-fi'a-ble adj. — jus'ti-fi'i-bly 
jdf.— jos'tl-fi-ca " 



— jus'ti-fi'; 
-jos'tl-fi-a 
jut (jut) v. Jut-ted, jut-ting. To protrude 

project. Hut n. 
jote (joot) 
Corchorus 



capsularis or C. olilorius. yield-' 
mg a strong, coarse fiber used to make, sfdt- • ' 
ingand rope. 'tfit" ', 

Jute it. A member of a Germanic people who 
migrated to Britain in the 5th and 6th era-. 

ju-ve-nile'ljoo'va-nal, -nil') adj. 1, Noryti 
adult : young, 2. Childish : immarure.'3. Ir,- 
tended or suitable for children or yoiiag . 
people. — n. 1. A young person. 2. Aft ac- 
tor who plays youthful roles. 3. A cfiildrei'" 
book. — ju've-nile-ness n. 

jux-ta-pose (juk'sta-poz') v. 
Inc.. To put side by side. ->> 



it. 3, The 



■:'korK(U)n.,p/. k'.orK'a. 1.T1 
ter of the English alphabet. 2 
' ' ( -.sound represented by the leftei 

<■'. storage capacity equal ro"l,024 bytes. 

K symbol for potassium. 
. |tab-ba-lah or ca-ba-la (kib'a-b, ka-bi'b) n. 



" performed in a stylized manner. 
Ica-chl-na (ka-che'nj) n. 1. A deified anc. 
. tral spirit of the Pueblo peoples. 2. A carv 



, kaf.fee.klatsch (kof'e-klach', -kiach' 



paniment to songs that a performer sir 

for the fineness of gold, equal to Vu of I 
total amount of pure gold in an alloy, 
carate (ka-ra'tt, ka-ra'ti ) n. A Japanese 
of self-defense in which sharp blows a 



er[ki'zar)n. An emperor, 
.eror from 1871-1918. 



■ 'aaphala, wi 
ka-lel-do-sco 



: designs by means of mirrors 
hanging patterns made by bits 
td glass at the end of the tube. 



tft loaded with explosiv 



■ kan.ga.roo (kang'gj-rbb') n.. pi. -roo or 

als of the family Macropodidae, of Austra- 
Jia, with short forelegs, large hind limbs 
adapted for jumping, and a long tail, 
-kangaroo court n. An illegal, self-appointed 
. -court, esp. one marked by dishonesty or in- 

. ka.o.||n also ka-o-llne (ka'a-Cn) n. A fine clay 

.t»pok (ki'pok') n. A silky fiber derived 
trom the fruit of the silk-cotton tree and 
padding in mat- 

. Informal. 1. Destroyed 



•r tresses, pillows, an 

■'•»PUt(k2-pdbt') <><!,. 

.^wrecked. 2. Out of 



, treed o 



ail (Itir'a-kal) b.i 
rntral Asian sheep with a 
id shiny in the young bu 



'-iff.' , ■ -'«**o.k> 



points of an opponent's body, 
kar.ma (kar'ma, kur'ma) „. 1. Th c toj 



and Hinduism to . . 

a future life. 2. Fate. 3. Informal. An 



osion has produced sinkholes, cav- 
1 underground streams. 



ka-ty-did (ka'te-tSd') n. Any of va: 
insects related to the grasshoppers an 
crickets, with specialized organs 'on rhe 
wings of the male that make a shrill sound 
when rubbed together. 

Kay (ka) n. The letter k. 

kay-ak (ki'Sk') n. A 



ka-zoo (ka-zdb') n., pi. -i 

instrument with a paper membrane mat 
produces buzzmg tones when a player hums 

ke-bab «'so kJbob ( k> ll;b 'j'n. Siush kebab. 

k8dg8 (kej) n. A small anchoc 

keeP ikel la ,trm in tru tur mem 

center fine '^n^m ^"botpfwhlch Se 

an aircraft. 2. Something that resembles a 

breastbone of a booV— k To capsize, —keel 

over. 1. To fall over suddenly. 2. To faint, 
tkeel* (kel) v. Regional. To make cool, 
"wel-haul (kel'hol') v. To drag under the keel 

of a ship as a punishment. 
;esl-son (kel'san, kel'-) n. Naut. A timber 

fastened^ above and parallel to the keel to 

lent (k^n)°^.T C H?ving a sharp edge or 
point. 2. Intellectually acute. 3. Highly sen- 
sitive <a teen sense of smeU> 4. Strong : in- 
Enthusiastic^ 7. Slang. Great : wonderful. 
een 2 (ken) n. A wailing lament for rhe dead. 

tept(kept),k_ 

, -----on of. 2. To have i 

<kept a large family on a small income}?? 
To store customarily <iep( the bread knife 
in the drawer> 5. To tend : manage. 6. To 



